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PER CURIAM:

Nakoma Townsend appeals his eighteen-month sentence

following his guilty plea to possession of a firearm while subject

to a Domestic Violence Protective Order, in violation of 18

U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(8), 924(a)(2) (2000).  Finding no reversible

error, we affirm.

On appeal, Townsend contends that the district court

clearly erred in applying a four-level enhancement for possession

of a firearm in connection with another felony offense pursuant to

U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 2K2.1(b)(5) (2001).  “[W]e

review the district court’s findings of fact for clear error,

giving due deference to the district court’s application of the

Guidelines to the facts.”  United States v. Garnett, 243 F.3d 824,

828 (4th Cir. 2001).  Our review of the record reveals that

Townsend carried the firearm on his person while breaking into

Addie McMillan’s house, which no doubt emboldened him during the

commission of the burglary.  We have held that it is enough for the

Government to establish that the firearm was used or possessed in

connection with another felony if it shows that the gun was

“present for protection or to embolden the actor.”  United

States v. Lipford, 203 F.3d 259, 266 (4th Cir. 2000) (citation

omitted).  We therefore find that the district court did not

clearly err in applying the enhancement.
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Accordingly, we affirm Townsend’s sentence.  We dispense

with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are

adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument

would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED


